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 Analysis on the Basic Requirements forClass Certification;
Numerosity and Common Questions specified in Federal
 
Rules of Civil Procedure Rule23(a)(1)and(2)
Hiroyuki YUZURIHA
 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule23specifies that the party seeking class certifi-
cation for class action must meet at first all requirements under Rule23(a).The require-
ments of Rule23(a)(1)and(2)reflect the fundamental characteristics of class actions,
showing the necessary bond among class members.Rule23(a)(1)is an impracticability
 
of joinder requirement. Rule23(a)(2) requires that there be questions of law or fact
 
common to the members of the class.This note focuses on these provisions and analyzes
 
the function of numerosity and common question requirements.
Impracticability specified in Rule23(a)(1)is not determined by a numerical test alone.
Particularly when the purported class is relatively small,courts consider,for example,
geographic dispersion among parties,and the judicial economy in avoiding multiplicity
 
of actions.Thus,the practicability of joinder must be evaluated in light of purposes of
 
class action.Rule23(a)(2)does not require that all questions of law or fact raised in the
 
litigation be common.The test or standard for meeting the Rule23(a)(2)prerequisite is
 
that there need be only a single issue common to all members of the class.Therefore,
this requirement is easily met in most cases.
This note concludes that the requirements of Rule23(a)(1)and(2)are easily met since
 
they are interrelated as guideposts for determining whether under the particular circum-
stances maintenance of a class action is efficient.
23クラスアクションにおける当事者クラスを構成する要件
